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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. Applicant's amendment filed November 13, 2003 has been entered. Claim 1 has been 
amended. Claims 1, 3-6, 1 1-12, 14-15 and 17-22 are pending in the instant application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 4-5, 14, 17-18 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maroschak (US Patent No. 3,859,025) in view of Lupke (US Patent No. 
5,429,398). 

Maroschak ('025) teaches the basic claimed process for continuously molding corrugated 
parts including, providing an extruded soft tube of thermoplastic material and a plurality of die 
blocks (31a, 31b) defining mold halves (32, 33), advancing said soft extruded tube zone in a 

K1r»AX/_mnlrlinfT ma^liinA C\(W wA^nr^ noi^l «1nvo1itw s^C A\ H1 « 11U\ 1 . . r 

^ lvy TT lAAM-wiiAixv ^v; vvuww otiivi jjiwiamy Cii^ UlULJVa ^Jia, JIUj UUlllillUUUSiy 1UIII1 mi 

intermediate corrugated portion (body) (intermediate convoluted segments) between non- 
corrugated portions (collar) (planar end segments), advances the thus shaped tube using a speed 
controller (40) (s>^chronizing the cutter action to the movement of the shaped column) (col. 4, 
lines 46-53) to a cutting station (60) to separate the molded parts having non-corrugated portions 
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(collar) (planar end segments) adjacent an intermediate corrugated portion (body) (intermediate 
convoluted segments) (see col 2, line 66 through col. 4, line 10 and Figure 2). 

Regarding claim 1, Maroschak ('025) does not teach forming end segments having 
different geometries. Lupke ( £ 398) teaches a process for continuously forming a ribbed tube 
(convoluted) including a ribbed portion (10) and end segments (112, 114) having a differing 
geometry by using a plurality of die blocks of differing geometries (52, 52a, 52b) (see Figure 9) 
in a continuous blow molding machine (50) (col. 5, lines 44-50). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided die blocks having differing 
geometries as taught by Lupke ('398) to form end segments of a differing geometry in the 
process of Maroschak ('025), because Lupke ('398) specifically teaches that such end segments 
reduce the complexity of the joining process of the resulting tubes, hence improving product 
quality and also because both references teach similar processes and end-products. Further 
regarding claim 1, although Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) teach a process for 
continuously molding corrugated pipes (tubes), Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) do not 
teach that said corrugated pipes (tubes) are for vehicle or industrial equipment. However, as 
mentioned throughout prosecution of the instant application, recitation of the intended use of the 
claimed process must result in a structural difference between the claimed process and the prior 
art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. It should be noted 
that in a claim drawn to a process of making, the intended use must result in a manipulative 
difference as compared to the prior art. Therefore, the limitation that the resulting molded 
corrugated pipes (tubes) are used for a vehicle or industrial equipment or for any other use do not 
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carry patentable weight unless the intended use results in a manipulative difference as compared 
to the prior art. 

In regard to claim 4, Maroschak ('025) teaches the existence of vertical wall (83) which 
is removed during the cutting phase (a surface thereon between end segment surfaces thereon) in 
which a speed controller (40) is adapted to synchronize the movement of the resulting molded 
product with the delivery rate as it emerges from the molding zone (col. 4, lines 45-50 and col. 6, 
lines 55-65). 

Specifically regarding claims 5 and 14, Lupke ('398) teaches that the geometry of die 
blocks (52) (52a) and (52b) forms the differing geometry (10), (112) and (114), hence forming 
an A-B-C pattern. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have provided die blocks having differing geometries as taught by Lupke ('398) to form a 
molded product having an A-B-C pattern in the process of Maroschak ('025), because Lupke 
('398) specifically teaches that such end segments reduce the complexity of the joining process 
of the resulting tubes, hence improving product quality. 

Regarding claims 17-18 and 21-22, Maroschak ( £ 025) teaches the use of a moldable 
thermoplastic material (col. 3, line 1). It is submitted that a moldable material is a flexible 
material. Further, it is submitted that a thermoplastic material includes a thermoplastic polyolefin 
and a thermoplastic elastomer. 

4. Claims 3, 6, 11-12, 15 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maroschak (US Patent No. 3,859,025) in view of Lupke (US Patent No. 
5,429,398) and in further view of Rosenbaum (US Patent No. 4,509, 911). 
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Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) teaches the basic claimed process as described 

above. 

Regarding claim 3, Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) does not each that the end 
segments differ from part to part. Rosenbaum ('911) teaches a process for continuously forming 
a tube including, providing 1 an extruded soft tube of plastic material and a plurality of die blocks 
(82, 84), advancing said soft extruded tube zone in a blow-molding machine (80) where said 
plurality of die blocks (82, 84) continuously form a tube having different geometries from part to 
part (A, B, C, D) (see col. 3, lines 1-2) and, cutting said formed tube. Further, it should be noted 
that Rosenbaum ('91 1) teaches that its teachings can be incorporated in a process that forms a 
coupling structure as an integral part of the tubing (col. 1, lines 15-20). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have formed end segments that differ from 
part to part as taught by Rosenbaum ('91 1) in the process of Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke 
('398) because, Rosenbaum ('911) specifically teaches that it can be incorporated in a process 
that forms a coupling structure as an integral part of the tubing as the process of Maroschak 
('025) in view of Lupke ('398) and also because, process versatility improves by reducing the 
complexity of the joining process of the resulting tubes to a large geometrical variety of tubes. 
Further, it should be noted that all references teach similar materials and processes. 

In regard to claims 6, 11-12 and 15, Maroschak ('025) teaches continuously molding an 
extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks to result in an (A-B) n pattern. Lupke ('398) 
teaches continuously molding an extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks to result in 
an (A-B-C)n pattern. Rosenbaum ('911) teaches continuously molding an extruded plastic tube 
using a plurality of die blocks to result in an (A-B-C-D) n pattern, in which A, B, C and D have 
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different geometries (see col. 3, lines 1-2). Therefore, it is submitted that the art of record as a 
whole teaches a wide variety of differing geometries that can be continuously molded from an 
extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks and as such it is submitted that Rosenbaum 
( c 91 1) teaches molding an extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks to result in an (A- 
B-C) n and an (A-B-C-C'-B-A) n pattern. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have molded an extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks to 
result in an (A-B-C) n or an (A-B-C-C'-B-A) n pattern as taught by Rosenbaum ('91 1) in the 
process of Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) because, Rosenbaum ('911) specifically 
teaches that it can be incorporated in a process that forms a coupling structure as an integral part 
of the tubing as the process of Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) and also because, 
process versatility improves by reducing the complexity of the joining process of the resulting 
tubes to a large geometrical variety of tubes. Further, it should be noted that all references teach 
similar materials and processes. 

Regarding claims 19 and 20, Maroschak ('025) teaches the use of a moldable 
thermoplastic material (col. 3, line 1). It is submitted that a moldable material is a flexible 
material. Further, it is submitted that a thermoplastic material includes a thermoplastic polyolefm 
and a thermoplastic elastomer. 

5. Claims 1, 4-5, 14, 17-18 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maroschak (US Patent No. 3,859,025) in view of Lupke (US Patent No. 
5,429,398) and in further view of Kato (US Patent No. 6,051,789). 

Maroschak ('025) teaches the basic claimed process for continuously molding corrugated 
parts including, providing an extruded soft tube of thermoplastic material and a plurality of die 
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blocks (31a, 31b) defining mold halves (32, 33), advancing said soft extruded tube zone in a 
blow-molding machine (30) where said plurality of die blocks (31a, 31b) continuously form an 
intermediate corrugated portion (body) (intermediate convoluted segments) between non- 
corrugated portions (collar) (planar end segments), advances the thus shaped tube using a speed 
controller (40) (synchronizing the cutter action to the movement of the shaped column) (col. 4, 
lines 46-53) to a cutting station (60) to separate the molded parts having non-corrugated portions 
(collar) (planar end segments) adjacent an intermediate corrugated portion (body) (intermediate 
convoluted segments) (see col. 2, line 66 through col. 4, line 10 and Figure 2). 

Regarding claim 1, Maroschak ('025) does not teach forming end segments having 
different geometries. Lupke ('398) teaches a process for continuously forming a ribbed tube 
(convoluted) including a ribbed portion (10) and end segments (112, 114) having a differing 
geometry by using a plurality of die blocks of differing geometries (52, 52a, 52b) (see Figure 9) 
in a continuous blow molding machine (50) (col. 5, lines 44-50). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided die blocks having differing 
geometries as taught by Lupke ('398) to form end segments of a differing geometry in the 
process of Maroschak ('025), because Lupke ( £ 398) specifically teaches that such end segments 
reduce the complexity of the joining process of the resulting tubes, hence improving product 
quality and also because both references teach similar processes and end-products. 

Further regarding claim 1, although Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) teach a 
process for continuously molding corrugated pipes (tubes), Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke 
('398) do not teach a molded part (corrugated tube) for vehicle or industrial equipment. 
However, the use of corrugated pipes (tubes) in vehicles is well known as evidenced by Kato 
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('789). Specifically, Kato ('789) teaches the use of a corrugated plastic tube in a vehicle (see 
Abstract and, Figures 1 and 7). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have formed a molded part (corrugated tube)' for a vehicle as taught by Kato ('789) 
using the process of Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) because, Kato ('789) specifically 
teaches that it is well known to use corrugated plastic tubes in a vehicle, whereas Maroschak 
('025) in view of Lupke ('398) teach a process for continuously molding corrugated pipes (tubes) 
and also because all references teach similar materials and processes resulting in a similar 
structure. Further, it should be noted that recitation of the intended use of the claimed process 
must result in a structural difference between the claimed process and the prior art in order to 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. In a claim drawn to a process of 
making, the intended use must result in a manipulative difference as compared to the prior art. 

In regard to claim 4, Maroschak ('025) teaches the existence of vertical wall (83) which 
is removed during the cutting phase (a surface thereon between end segment surfaces thereon) in 
which a speed controller (40) is adapted to synchronize the movement of the resulting molded 
product with the delivery rate as it emerges from the molding zone (col. 4, lines 45-50 and col. 6, 
lines 55-65). 

Specifically regarding claims 5 and 14, Lupke ('398) teaches that the geometry of die 
blocks (52) (52a) and (52b) forms the differing geometry (10), (112) and (114), hence forming 
an A-B-C pattern. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have provided die blocks having differing geometries as taught by Lupke ('398) to form a 
molded product having an A-B-C pattern in the process of Maroschak ( c 025), because Lupke 
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( c 398) specifically teaches that such end segments reduce the complexity of the joining process 
of the resulting tubes, hence improving product quality. 

Regarding claims 17-18 and 21-22, Maroschak ('025) teaches the use of a moldable 
thermoplastic material (col. 3, line 1). It is submitted that a moldable material is a flexible 
material. Further, it is submitted that a thermoplastic material includes a thermoplastic polyolefin 
and a thermoplastic elastomer. 

6. Claims 3, 6, 11-12, 15 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maroschak (US Patent No. 3,859,025) in view of Lupke (US Patent No. 
5,429,398) and in further view of Kato (US Patent No. 6,051,789) and Rosenbaum (US Patent 
No. 4,509,911). 

Maroschak ( c 025) in view of Lupke ( £ 398) and in further view of Kato ('789) teach the 
basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claim 3, Maroschak ( 4 025) in view of Lupke ('398) and in further view of 
Kato ('789) do not each that the end segments differ from part to part. Rosenbaum ('911) teaches 
a process for continuously forming a tube including, providing an extruded soft tube of plastic 
material and a plurality of die blocks (82, 84), advancing said soft extruded tube zone in a blow- 
molding machine (80) where said plurality of die blocks (82, 84) continuously form a tube 
having different geometries from part to part (A, B, C, D) (see col. 3, lines 1-2) and, cutting said 
formed tube. Further, it should be noted that Rosenbaum ('911) teaches that its teachings can be 
incorporated in a process that forms a coupling structure as an integral part of the tubing (col. 1, 
lines 15-20). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
formed end segments that differ from part to part as taught by Rosenbaum ( c 91 1) in the process 
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of Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398) and in further view of Kato ('789) because, 
Rosenbaum ('911) specifically teaches that it can be incorporated in a process that forms a 
coupling structure as an integral part of the tubing as the process of Maroschak ( c 025) in view of 
Lupke ('398) and in further view of Kato ('789) and also because, process versatility improves 
by reducing the complexity of the joining process of the resulting tubes to a large geometrical 
variety of tubes. Further, it should be noted that all references teach similar materials and 
processes. 

In regard to claims 6, 11-12 and 15, Maroschak ('025) teaches continuously molding an 
extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks to result in an (A-B) n pattern. Lupke ('398) 
teaches continuously molding an extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks to result in 
an (A-B-C)n pattern. Rosenbaum ('911) teaches continuously molding an extruded plastic tube 
using a plurality of die blocks to result in an (A-B-C-D) n pattern, in which A, B, C and D have 
different geometries (see col. 3, lines 1-2). Therefore, it is submitted that the art of record as a 
whole teaches a wide variety of differing geometries that can be continuously molded from an 
extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks and as such it is submitted that Rosenbaum 
('91 1) teaches molding an extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks to result in an (A- 
B-C) n and an (A-B-C-C , -B-A) n pattern. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have molded an extruded plastic tube using a plurality of die blocks to 
result in an (A-B-C) n or an (A-B-C-C'-B-A) n pattern as taught by Rosenbaum ('911) in the 
process of Maroschak (*025) in view of Lupke ('398) and in further view of Kato ('789) because, 
Rosenbaum ('911) specifically teaches that it can be incorporated in a process that forms a 
coupling structure as an integral part of the tubing as the process of Maroschak ( c 025) in view of 
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Lupke ('398) and in further view of Kato ('789) and also because, process versatility improves 
by reducing the complexity of the joining process of the resulting tubes to a large geometrical 
variety of tubes. Further, it should be noted that all references teach similar materials and 
processes. 

Regarding claims 19 and 20, Maroschak ('025) teaches the use of a moldable 
thermoplastic material (col. 3, line 1). It is submitted that a moldable material is a flexible 
material. Further, it is submitted that a thermoplastic material includes a thermoplastic polyolefin 
and a thermoplastic elastomer. Further, Kato ('789) teaches the use of a thermoplastic polyolefin 
to form a corrugated tube (column 3, lines 14-16). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed November 13, 2003 have been considered. 

In response to applicant's argument that the applied prior art is nonanalogous art (page 7 
of the amendment filed November 13, 2003), it has been held that a prior art reference must 
either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the 
particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis 
for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992). In this case, Applicant's claimed invention is drawn to a continuous process for 
making a tube for a vehicle having "planar end segments of differing geometry" (see page 6 of 
the amendment filed November 13, 2003). Maroschak ('025) teaches the basic claimed process 
for continuously molding corrugated tubular parts including, providing an extruded soft tube of 
thermoplastic material and a plurality of die blocks that continuously form an intermediate 
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corrugated portion (body) (intermediate convoluted segments) between non-corrugated portions 
(collar) (planar end segments) and, cutting said formed tube into separate molded parts having 
non-corrugated portions (collar) (planar end segments) adjacent an intermediate corrugated 
portion (body) (intermediate convoluted segments). Maroschak ('025) does not teach forming 
said end segments with different geometries. Lupke ('398) teaches a process for continuously 
forming a ribbed tube (convoluted) including a ribbed portion (10) and end segments (1 12, 114) 
having a differing geometry by using a plurality of die blocks of differing geometries (52, 52a, 
52b) (see Figure 9). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have provided die blocks having differing geometries as taught by Lupke ( c 398) to form end 
segments of a differing geometry in the process of Maroschak ( c 025), because Lupke ('398) 
specifically teaches that such end segments reduce the complexity of the joining process of the 
resulting tubes, hence improving product quality and also because both references teach similar 
processes and end-products. It is submitted that the teachings of Maroschak ('025) in view of 
Lupke ('398) are "reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was 
concerned," specifically, a continuous process for making a tube for a vehicle having "planar end 
segments of differing geometry" (see page 6 of the amendment filed November 13, 2003). 
Further, it is noted that as shown throughout prosecution of the instant application, recitation of 
the intended use of the claimed process must result in a structural difference between the claimed 
process and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior 
art. In a claim drawn to a process of making, the intended use must result in a manipulative 
difference as compared to the prior art. Therefore, the limitation that the resulting molded 
corrugated pipes (tubes) are used for a vehicle or industrial equipment or for any other use do not 
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carry patentable weight unless the intended use results in a manipulative difference as compared 
to the prior art. However, in order to advance prosecution of the instant application, the teachings 
of Kato ('789) were used to show that the use of a corrugated plastic tube in a vehicle is well 
known (see Abstract and, Figures 1 and 7) (see pages 10-11 of the amendment filed November 
13,2003). 

Applicant argues that the "processing techniques of Maroshack and the processing 
techniques of Lupke are specifically unique unto themselves and are not properable combinable" 
because "Applicant. . .is not interested in joining one tube with the other as has been described in 
the Lupke specification but rather is interested in utilizing continuous extrusion high production 
techniques to produce a vehicle or industrial tube or boot" (emphasis added) (see page 9 of the 
amendment filed November 13, 2003). In response, it is noted that under MPEP §2145(111) the 
"test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily 
incorporated into the structure of the primary reference.... Rather, the test is what the combined 
teachings of those references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art." In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 425, 208 USPQ 871, 881 (CCPA 1981). See also In re Sneed, 710 F.2d 
1544, 1550, 218 USPQ 385, 389 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Further, it is noted that under MPEP §2144, it 
" is not necessary that the prior art suggest the combination to achieve the same advantage or 
result discovered by applicant. In re Linter , 458 F.2d 1013, 173 USPQ 560 (CCPA 1972)." 
Furthermore, MPEP §2144 states that it "is clear that while there must be motivation to make the 
claimed invention, there is no requirement that the prior art provide the same reason as the 
applicant to make the claimed invention." It is noted that the process of Maroschak ('025) in 
view of Lupke ( c 398) does teach an industrial tube (emphasis added). 
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In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the teachings 
of Maroschak ('025), Lupke ('398) and Rosenbaum ('911) (see pages 9-10 of the amendment 
filed November 13, 2003), the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where 
there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Maroschak ('025) teaches a process for 
continuously molding corrugated tubular parts including, providing an extruded soft tube of 
thermoplastic material and a plurality of die blocks that continuously form an intermediate 
corrugated portion (body) (intermediate convoluted segments) between non-corrugated portions 
(collar) (planar end segments) and, cutting said formed tube into separate molded parts having 
non-corrugated portions (collar) (planar end segments) adjacent an intermediate corrugated 
portion (body) (intermediate convoluted segments). Lupke ('398) teaches a process for 
continuously forming a ribbed tube (convoluted) including a ribbed portion (10) and end 
segments (112, 114) having a differing geometry by using a plurality of die blocks of differing 
geometries (52, 52a, 52b) (see Figure 9). Rosenbaum ('91 1) teaches a continuous process for 
making a tube including, providing an extruded soft tube of plastic material and a plurality of die 
blocks, advancing said soft extruded tube zone in a blow-molding machine where said plurality 
of die blocks continuously form a tube having different geometries from part to part (A, B, C, D) 
(see col. 3, lines 1-2) and, cutting said formed tube. Further, it should be noted that Rosenbaum 
('91 1) teaches that its teachings can be incorporated in a process that forms a coupling structure- 
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(emphasis added) as an integral part of the tubing (col. 1, lines 15-20), which would be a tube 
formed by the process of Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke ('398). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have formed end segments that differ from 
part to part as taught by Rosenbaum ('91 1) in the process of Maroschak ('025) in view of Lupke 
('398) because, Rosenbaum ('911) specifically teaches that it can be incorporated in a process 
that forms a coupling structure as an integral part of the tubing as the process of Maroschak 
('025) in view of Lupke ('398) and also because, process versatility improves by reducing the 
complexity of the joining process of the resulting tubes to a large geometrical variety of tubes. 

Applicant argues that the process of Rosenbaum ('911) is a "blow molding process," 
whereas the "Applicant's invention on the other hand is directed towards a high throughput 
continuous process such as an extrusion process which can produce the vehicle or industrial 
boots or tubes so that they may compete effectively with blow molded parts" (see page 10 of the 
amendment filed November 13, 2003). In response, it is noted that Maroschak ('025), Lupke 
('398) and Rosenbaum ('911) teach a continuous process including both extrusion and blow 
molding. Further, the original disclosure on page 4, lines 1-5, describes a corrugating machine 
including a blow molding machine. Furthermore, Figure 1 of Maroschak ('025) and Figure 5 of 
Rosenbaum ('911) are similar to Figure 1 of the original disclosure in that all figures show a 
continuous molding process including an extruder and a corrugating machine including a blow 
molding machine. 

8. The declaration under 37 CFR 1.132 filed October 17, 2003 is insufficient to overcome 
the rejection of claims 1, 3-6, 11-12, 14-15 and 17-22, as set forth above because, the facts 
presented are not commensurate in scope with the claims presented. Specifically, the declaration 
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under 37 CFR 1.132 filed October 17, 2003 argues the commercial success of "dust boot 
covers," whereas the claimed invention is drawn to a much broader "flexible tube for a vehicle 
or industrial equipment." 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stefan Staicovici, Ph.D. whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1208. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael P. Colaianni, can be reached at (571) 272-1 196. 
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